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VII. — The Deme Kolonos. 
By Dr. F. O. BATES, 

CORNELL UNIVERSITY. 

In my work entitled The Five Post-Kleisthenean Tribes, I 
took the position that with the exception of divided demes, 
as Agryle, Lamptrai, etc., which were composed of two parts, 
an upper and a lower, and of different demes of the same 
name, as Halai, Oinoe, etc., none belonged to more than one 
tribe at the same time. Kirchner had earlier defended the 
view that a deme might belong to more than one tribe simul- 
taneously, and this view had gained acceptance with some 
scholars of note. To determine the truth in this matter it 
was necessary that each example which seemed to support 
his assumption should be examined carefully and the degree 
of reliability of the evidence determined. With this purpose 
in mind I set out to study each of the instances separately, 
and this study would have formed the subject of the present 
paper if the investigation had been completed in time, and 
had not of necessity been of such a statistical nature. 

The present paper, then, will be a discussion of the deme 
Kolonos, a part of the longer investigation. 

Prior to the creation of Ptolemais a deme of this name is 
found belonging to Aigeis, Leontis, and Antiochis, and sub- 
sequently to Aigeis, Leontis, and Ptolemais. Furthermore, 
the demotikon, i.e. the name which indicates a citizen's civil 
residence, appears as Ik KoXcovov, KoXoavrjdev, and KoAww)? 
(-et?). The question is, then, how are these facts to be inter- 
preted ? And on this point there is considerable difference 
of opinion. 

Wachsmuth, Die Stadt Athen im Alterthum, I., p. 355, 
writing in 1874, when the material was less abundant than 
now, expressed the belief that there was only one deme of 
this name, which belonged to Antiochis in the time of ten 
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tribes, to Aigeis in the time of twelve, and which changed its 
tribal connection again in later times. 

Dittenberger, Hermes, IX. (1875), p. 403 ff., shows the 
impossibility of this view by pointing out that Kolonos 
belonged both to Aigeis and Antiochis in the time of ten 
tribes, to Aigeis in the time of Antigonis and Demetrias, 
to Aigeis and Ptolemais in the second century B.C., and to 
Leontis and Ptolemais in Roman times. Such a change in 
the tribal connection of a deme as his words imply presup- 
poses that, when a new tribe was created, a general redistri- 
bution of the denies took place. This we now know was not 
the case, and that the introduction of a new tribe affected 
the membership of those demes only which were transferred 
to the new tribe. 

Wachsmuth later, ibid. 2, 1 (1890), p. 233 ff., abandons his 
former position and admits that there were probably two 
demes, one Kolonos, the other Kolone, analogous to Oion 
and Oie (Oe), the former having the demotikon e« Ko\<ovov, 
the latter Ko\a>vrjOev. The deme that appears under Leontis 
with the demotikon Ko\g>w)? (-et?) he thinks is a part of the 
Kolonos which belonged to Aigeis. He further states that 
Kolonos did not remain under Aigeis in imperial times. 

The points which will be discussed in this paper are : 

1. What distinction exists in the use of the demotika, 
sk KoXtwoi), KoXavrjBev, and KoXaunj? (-«?), and how many 
Kolonos-demes were there ? 

2. Did Aigeis retain its Kolonos in imperial times ? 

To take up the questions in the order given we find first 
that there are thirteen references in the inscriptions of C.I. A. 
where the deme belonged to Aigeis : 



C.I.A. II. 643 . . 

C.I.A. II. 660 . . 

C.I.A. II. 870 . . 

C.I.A. II. 872 . . 
C.I.A. IV. 2, 1025 b 

C.I.A. II. 1023 . 

C.I.A. II. 324 . . 

C.I.A. II. 338 . . 



400/399 B.C. 

39°/ 8 9 b.c. 

middle of fourth century b.c 

• 34i/o B.C. 

. . . . before 307/6 b.c 
ca. end of fourth century b.c 

275/4 B.C. 

273/2 B.C. 
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CIA. II. 329 
C.I.A. II. 859 
CJ.A. II. 471 
C.I.A. II. 469 
C.I.A. II. 465 



272/1 B.C. 
237/6 B.C. 
123/2 B.C. 
IO7/6 B.C. 
105/4 B.C. 



Of these thirteen references eleven, according to the C.I.A., 
have i/c Ko\a>vov for the demotikon, and two Ko\covfj0ev. 
What first attracts our attention is that in both these latter 
the form is due to a restoration. The references are C.I.A. 
II. 1023 and 643. The first inscription contains a fragmen- 
tary list of Athenian citizens set up for some purpose not 
now known, and arranged under their respective demes. In 
1. 31 there remains -fjdev, the ending clearly of some demo- 
tikon. In 1. 44 there is left -Xtovfjdev, which can stand for 
KoXcovijdev only, and Koehler rightly restores this. In 1. 31 
the same author restores 'Ay/cvXrjOev, thus making the list 
one of citizens of Aigeis, but he confesses that this reading 
is by no means certain. It is based on his own identification 
of the men mentioned in 1. 37 as : -alas MeXrjo-iTrirov with 
Me\»/a-47r7ro? MeXrjaiov of C.I.A. II. 872, 1. 29, one of the 
prytanes of Ankyle. Rangabe, Antiquite's Hellhiiques, No. 
2349, reads in 1. 31 Kecf>a\rjOev, thus regarding the inscription 
as a list of citizens of Leontis, and furthermore he restores 
Swcrta? in 1. 37. 

But it can be practically demonstrated that neither of these 
readings is correct. Noting the number of letters to the left 
of a vertical line drawn through the ij of -fjffev, 1. 31, we find 
that in the six cases where a full restoration is possible and 
certain, four (11. 36, 41, 42, and 45) have seven letters to the 
left of the vertical, and two (11. 40 and 44) have six. To read 
either 'Ay/cvXrjOev or Ke(j>a\r}0ev in 1. 37 requires a restoration 
of only five letters, whereas we should have six or seven. 
Inasmuch as KoXtovfjOev in 1. 44 is certain, we must look for 
a deme in 1. 31 which belonged to the same tribe as Kolone. 
Since Kolone belonged to both Leontis and Antiochis we 
naturally look among the demes of those tribes and find that 
'AXanretcrjOev, the demotikon of Alopeke of Antiochis, is best 
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suited to the place, for to read this necessitates a restoration 
of six letters. 

Nor is this merely a mechanical process, as it might seem. 
There is other evidence which strongly confirms this reading. 
In the list there were twelve persons belonging to the deme 
of 1. 31, or, counting fathers' names, twenty-four names. Of 
these twenty-four Koehler writes sixteen, most of which are 
preserved entire in the inscription or are quite certain restora- 
tions. Of these sixteen names, two, Leostratos, 1. 38, and 
Diophanes, 1. 42, are the names of demesmen of Alopeke 
found in C.I.A. II. 803 d, 1. 127, the date of which is 360/59 
B.C., and in C.I.A. II. 316, 1. 60, the date of which is 283/2 B.C. 
Our inscription was set up about the end of the fourth cen- 
tury b.c. Moreover, 1. 38 shows -o'<£t\o? AeaxTrpdrov. Koehler 
does not restore this, though A^^to'^iXo? Aecoarpdrov, the 
restoration of Rangabe, is obvious and thoroughly in keeping 
with the space to be filled out. Now in C.I.A. II. 803 d, 
1. 127, we learn that Leostratos of Alopeke was superintend- 
ent of the dockyards in 360/59 b.c, and that not long after 
this Demophilos of the same deme paid 101 drachmas for 
Leostratos. From other instances of a similar procedure 
noted in the same inscription and commented on by Boeckh 
in his work entitled Urkunden iiber das attische Seewesen, 
the most obvious interpretation of this is that Demophilos 
was the son and heir of Leostratos, and on the death of his 
father redeemed an unpaid obligation of his. This being the 
case, we may reasonably identify them with Demophilos and 
Leostratos (son and father) of C.I.A. II. 1023, 1. 38. 

Again, in lists of citizens of Aigeis the number from 
Ankyle is relatively small, while in lists of citizens of Antio- 
chis the number from Alopeke is relatively large. As a 
matter of fact Ankyle was a small deme of Aigeis, whereas 
Alopeke was one of the largest, if not the largest, of Antio- 
chis. This proportion agrees with the restoration I am con- 
tending for in C.I.A. II. 1023, for here we find twelve citizens 
from the deme of 1. 31, which I restore as Alopeke, three 
from the deme of 1. 27, one from that of 1. 25, and four from 
that of 1. 20. If we should read Ankyle in 1. 31, the number 
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of citizens from that deme (twelve) would be out of all pro- 
portion to the relative size of the deme. 

Furthermore, of the names in the earlier part of the in- 
scription, Olympiodoros, 1. 23, and Antiphanes, 1. 24, are found 
to be the names of citizens of Anaphlystos, another deme of 
Antiochis, the first in C.I. A. II. 1858, 1871, 1872, 1874, and 
1877, the second in C.I. A. II. 794 b, 1. 59, and Philinos, I. 7, 
was the name of a member of Antiochis, as seen by C.I. A. II. 
444, 1. 89. So Nikokles, i. 9, is found in CIA. II. 983, 1. 1. 61 
to be the name of a demesman of Semachidai, another deme 
of Antiochis. 

These considerations make it more than probable that in 
1. 31 we should restore ' AXmireKrjdev, thus making the list one 
of citizens of Antiochis and not of Aigeis or Leontis. 

The second reference under Aigeis in which the demotikon 
is KoXcovrjdev is CIA. II. 643, 400/399 B.C. The inscription 
contains a list of the ra/Miai t&v iep&v xpTj/AdTcop rrjs 'AOtjvata? 
xal twv aXXcov 0ea>v. For the second member of the board, 
who, as shown by the official tribal order observed in arrang- 
ing the names, is from Aigeis, there is left on the stone 
£04>0+ 13 spaces (the inscription has the stoickedon arrange- 
ment). Koehler restores 2o0o[«A.tj? KoX<ovrj0ev~\. But on 
the basis of CIA. II. 672, where is found 2<x/>o/eA.?/? 'Io<f>£>vTO<{ 
eK KoXwvov, and CIA. II. 1177, where we read '\o$>5>v ^,ocj)o- 
/c\eow e* KoXmvov, we may more plausibly restore here ex. 
KoXmvov which has the same number of letters as KoXtovrjOep. 
Since writing this I find that Frankel in Boeckh's Staats- 
haushaltung der Athener, p. 272, footnote, takes the same 
position. It may be urged that .at this period the genitive 
singular ending of o-stems was written not -ov but -0. While 
this is generally true the objection is not fatal, for the writing 
-ov appears sporadically as early as 500 B.C. (see Meisterhans, 
Gram. d. att. Inschrift., p. 21). 

Admitting these alterations, we see that the deme of Aigeis 
had only Ik K.oXa>vov for its demotikon, which points unmis- 
takably to KoXbm)? for the name of the deme. 

There are eight references in which the deme is found 
under Leontis : 
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C.I.A. II. 864 ....:... fourth century b.c. 

C.I. A. II. 799 c 369/8 B.C. 

C.J. A. II. 991 ca. 200 B.C. 

C.I.A. II. 470 119/8B.C. 

B.C.H. p. 147 118/7 b.c. 

C.J. A. III. 1076 22 /3 AD - 

C.I.A. III. 1091 85/6 A.D. 

C.I.A. III. 1 128 164/5 A.D. 

Of these all have Ko\<ovrjdev when the demotikon is 
appended to the demesman's name ; when placed at the head 
of a list of names, as in C.I.A. II. 864, and when used as the 
name of demesmen collectively, as in C.I.A. II. 991, the 
demotikon is in the nominative plural and has the form 
KoXawqs or -et? according to the period. Since stems in -o 
would not yield -rjdev, but -oQev, we must refer KoXcovfjdev not 
to KoXcovk, but to KoX(ovr) or KoXmvat, and regard it as a 
deme entirely distinct from Kolonos. 

Under Antiochis there are only two references : 

C.I.A. II. 869 .... middle of the fourth century B.C. 
C.I.A. II. 944 ca. 325/4 b.c. 

In both of these the form found is KoXcovrft or -et? accord- 
ing to the date of the inscription. In both cases the name 
stands at the head of a list of names where the plural form 
is natural. KoXowrj? (-«?) must be referred to a singular 
KoA.awev?, instead of which the form in -6ev seems to have 
been preferred for this deme. 

Coming next to the deme of this name belonging to 
Ptolemais, we find six references in which the tribe is 
indicated : 

C.I.A. II. 471 123/2 b.c. 

C.I.A. III. 1093 103/4 A.D. 

C.I.A. III. 1 1 20 I 5°/ 1 A - D - 

C.I.A. III. 1 1 28 164/5 A - D - 

C.I.A. III. 1138 174/5 A.D. 

C.I.A. III. 1153 ca. 190 a.d. 
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In each instance the demotikon is KoXeovfjBev. In my work 
on the five post-Kleisthenean tribes an attempt was made 
to show that this deme was the Kolone or Kolonai which 
formerly belonged to Antiochis. The basis for the belief lay 
in the fact that both Aigeis and Leontis retained their demes 
of this name after Ptolemais was created ; Aigeis according 
to the positive evidence of inscriptions until 105/4 B - c * (and 
probably still later, as I shall attempt to show), and Leontis 
until 164/5 A - D -> whereas there is no inscriptional evidence 
that Antiochis could claim such a deme after the close of the 
fourth century B.C. 

From the facts presented it can be clearly seen that there 
were two deme names, KoXcovos and KoXdprj or KoXwvai, and 
probably three different demes belonging to as many different 
tribes — Aigeis, Leontis, and Antiochis prior to the creation 
of Ptolemais, and to Aigeis, Leontis, and Ptolemais subse- 
quently. The existence, however, of three demes of this 
name cannot be positively proved at present, but seems not 
unnatural when we consider that many deme names derived 
from some topographical characteristic were duplicates (cf. 
Halai, Oinoe, Oion (2) and Oie and Oa, Phegaia (2) and 
Phegous, Potamos, Myrrhinous and Myrrhinoutta). Besides, 
this assumption explains the tribal relation satisfactorily, and 
I doubt whether this can be satisfactorily explained otherwise. 

There still remains the question whether Aigeis retained 
its deme Kolonos in Roman times. 

Wachsmuth says it did not, and in this he is followed by 
Dittenberger, for in the Indices to C.I. A. III. he does not 
recognize Kolonos among the demes of that tribe. In fact, 
Ik KoXmvov, the demotikon of Kolonos exclusively, occurs 
only twice in imperial times, C.I. A. III. 1765 and 1766, and 
here its tribe is not indicated. Dittenberger puts both 
references under Kolone of Leontis, but why, does not appear. 
His reason for not putting them under Aigeis, I take it, is 
that no connection with Aigeis is shown, and Wachsmuth 
says Aigeis did not retain its Kolonos in imperial times. 
But should we adopt this principle of assigning demes we 
should be at a loss to determine the tribes of Ikaria, Otryne, 
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Plotheia, and Teithras (to Aigeis), of Pelekes (to Leontis), 
of Aigilia, Themakos, and Hyporeia (to Ptolemais), of Xypete 
(to Kekropis), of Anakaia, Thymaitadai, Auridai, Dekeleia, 
Keiriadai, and Sphendale (to Hippothontis), and of Atene 
(to Attalis), for in imperial times the tribes of these sixteen 
demes are nowhere indicated in inscriptions, and yet no one 
would venture to assign them to any other tribes than those 
to which they formerly belonged. 

In view of this condition of affairs and the fact that the 
Kolonos of Aigeis has only the demotikon iic KoXowoO, while 
those of other tribes never have this form, we should unhesi- 
tatingly class these two references under Aigeis. Accord- 
ingly, Aigeis retained its Kolonos through all periods. 



